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always shall proclaim. This was the reason why I did not discuss
the same matters in the Discourse on Method, which was written
in French, but reserved them for the Meditations which, I announced,,
should be read only by intellectual and educated persons. No one
should say that I had better, have refrained from penning matters,
the reading of which many people ought to avoid; for I believe
these things to be necessary to such an extent, that nothing stable or
firm in philosophy can, I am convinced, be ever established without
them. And though fire and steel may not be handled without
danger by children or careless people, yet they are so important for
life that no one thinks that we should for the above reason do
without them.

Now, as to the fact that in the fourth Meditation I treated only
of the mistakes made in distinguishing between the true and the false,
but not of the error that occurs in the pursuit of good and evil1, and
touching the fact that I always excluded those things that concern our
faith and the conduct of life, when I asserted that we should assent
only to what we clearly and distinctly know; with these two facts.
the whole context of my works manifests agreement. I explained
this also expressly in my reply to the second set of Objections,
no. 53, and I set it forth also in the Synopsis. I make this
statement in order to show how much value I attach to M. Arnauld's-
judgment and how much I esteem his advice.

The remaining matter is the Sacrament of the Eucharist.
M. Arnauld believes that my doctrines are in conflict with this,.
because it is an article of our faith that the substance of the bread
passes out of the bread of the Eucharist, and that only its accidents-
remain*; further he believes that I recognise no real accidents, but
only modes which cannot be comprehended apart from the substance
in ivhich they inhere, and hence cannot exist apart from it41.

But I have no difficulty in parrying this objection when I say
that I have never as yet denied the existence of real accidents.
For, though in the Dioptric and the work on Meteors I did not
employ them in explaining the matters of which I treated, never-
theless, in the Meteors, p. 164, I expressly said that I did not deny
their reality. But in these Meditations, while I assumed indeed
that I was as yet unaware of their existence, I did not on that
account deny their reality. For the analytic style of composition
which I adopted allows us sometimes to make certain assumptions

1 Gf. above, p. 93.                             '2 Of. above, pp. 43, 44.

3 p. 95, par. 5.                               , f xbid. infra (abridged).